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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address •• 



Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 1M MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDON ED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)D Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-62 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/^g allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-26gnd 31-62 is/are rejected. 
^ 7)D Claim(s) £?«3» is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1 0) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

.1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Objection 

1. Claims 27, 28, 29, 30 objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial 
duplicate of claims 10,11,12,13 respectively. When two claims in an application are 
duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, 
despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to 
the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). Both claim 10 and claim 27 depend on claim 9. Claims 10, 11, 12, 13 
are identical to claims 27, 28, 29, 30 respectively word for word. Claims 11-13 
depend on claim 10 and claims 28-30 depend on claim 27. Therefore claims 27-30 
are duplicates of claims 1 0-1 3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

states - ^\%-^<^ 

3. Claiml -17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Tong, et al, 
Specifically: 
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Claim 1 



Claim 1's "a computer implemented method ... for machine learning," is 
anticipated by Tong et al, column 5, line 43, 44, " the method begins at 110 with 
a neural network..." and further anticipated in col. 8, line 53, "A method for using 
an artificial neural network..." 

Claim 1's "receiving sparse data;" is anticipated by Tong et al, col. 8, line 
"gathering inside data representative of said inside class;" 

Claim 1's "enriching the received data..." is anticipated by Tong et al, col. 8, line 
67, "generating pseudo data..." 

Claim 1's "around a deviation of the mean of received data using a 
predetermined distribution" is anticipated by Tong et al, col. 5, line 60, "One 
reasonable choice for the initial pseudo data is randomly generate them within a 
bounding hypercube..." and line 66, "to provide an average even distribution." If 
data set is even distributed, then there must be a mean and a deviation from the 
mean for the data set. 



Claim 1's "outputting the enriched data" is anticipated by Tong et al, col. 9, line 1, 
"inputting said inside data and said pseudo data to said artificial neural network;" 
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Claim 2 

Claim 2's "supervised artificial neural network learning" is anticipated by Tong et 
al, in col. 8, line 53, "A method for using an artificial neural network..." 

Claim 3-5 

Claim 3-5 repeats claim 1 to emphasize sparse data input and therefore is 
anticipated by Tong et al, in the same .miner of claim 1 . 

Claim 6 -11 

Claim 6-1 1 assumes that the input data belongs to multiple class sets and the 
neural network training operates on each class data. It is anticipated by Tong et 
al, col. 4, line 58, "the known data is assumed to belong to a single class 
although the method is applicable to multiple class data sets also." 

Claim 12-14 

Claim 12-14 generates and rearranges the generated additional data around 
deviation of mean using predetermined distribution. It is anticipated by Tong et, 
al, col. 5, line 54, "pseudo data is generated to represent points different from the 
inside data," and further anticipated at col. 5, line 65, "to provide an average even 
distributions." Average even distribution implies that there is a mean and data 
deviates from the mean. 
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Claim 15-16 



Claim 15-16's "static data and real-time data" is anticipated by Tong et, al col. 8, 
line 65, "gathering inside data representative of said inside class." Tong did not 
limit the input data to either static or real-time. It is further anticipated by Tong et, 
al, col. 2, line 12, "sensor-based monitoring where the task is to interpret multiple 
sensor outputs and determine if the monitored system is operating normally." 
The example is a case where the input data is real-time data. 



Claim 17's "repeating the reading of the sample of received real-time data using 
a dynamically varying window of predetermined window length" is anticipated by 
Tong et al., col. 8, line 3, "the algorithm jumps back to block 120 to repeat the 
cycle." The same sample data with renewed pseudo data of the same amount is 
entered into the neural network at a different time frame for next iteration of 
training. "Repeating the reading of the sample of received real-time data using a 
dynamically varying window" can be explained as entering the same sample data 
into the neural network at a different time frame for another iteration of training. 
Tong et al use inside data and renewed pseudo data for different iteration of 
training. 



Claim 17 
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4. Claim18-25, 31-34 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Tong et 
al., specifically: 

Claim 18 

The computer readable medium set forth in claim 18 is considered to be covered 
by the reference of Tong even though a computer readable medium has not 
been disclosed, it is considered to be inherent to neural networks that they are 
implemented using printed circuit boards that are computer readable. As 
evidence of this fact, the reference of "Appling Neural Networks," by Kevin 
Singler is cited. At page 186, the following passage is cited: "Neural networks 
have a particular advantage of being easy to implement in hardware. There are 
a number of neural network chips and printed circuit boards on the market." At 
page 6, the following passage is cited: "Neural networks are normally 
implemented in computer programs . Therefore the arguments for claim 1 
rejection also apply to that of claim 1 8. 



n ^ Claim 19-25 31-34 

n 

^ Claims 19-26, 31, and 32 depend on claim 18, either directly or indirectly. These 
claims contain the same limitations as are present in claims 2-17. Since the 
rejection of claim 18 is considered to be the same as that for claim 1, the 
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^ rejection for claims 19-25, 31-34 is considered to be the same as that for claims 



19-34. 



5. Claim 35-44 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Tong, et al, 
Specifically: 

Claim 35 

The computer system set forth in claim 35 is considered to be covered by the 
reference of Tong even though a computer has not been disclosed, it is 
considered to be inherent to neural networks that they are implemented using a 
computer. As evidence of this fact, the reference of "Appling Neural Networks," 
by Kevin Singler is cited. At page 6, the following passage is cited: "Neural 
networks are normally implemented in computer programs", and at page 186, 
"Neural programs run on computer in the same way as any other program and 
modern PCs have the capacity to support modest neural network based 
projects". Therefore the arguments for claim 1 rejection also apply to that of 
claim 35. 



Claim 36-44 

Claims 36-44 depend on claim 35, either directly or indirectly. These claims 
contain the same limitations as are present in claims 19, 23-29, and 31. Claims 
19, 23-29, and 31 depend on claim 18. Since the rejection of claim 18 is 
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considered to be the same as that for claim 35, the rejection for claims 36-44 is 
considered to be the same as that for claims 19, 23-29, and 31 respectively. 

6. Claim 45-62 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Tong, et al, 
Specifically: 

Claim 45 

The computer-implemented system set forth in claim 45 is considered to be 
covered by the reference of Tong even though a computer-implemented system 
has not been disclosed, it is considered to be inherent to neural networks that 
they are implemented using a computer along with different software 
components. As evidence of this fact, the reference of "Appling Neural 
Networks," by Kevin Singler is cited. At page 6, the following passage is cited: 
"Neural networks are normally implemented in computer programs", and at page 
186, "Neural programs run on computer in the same way as any other program 
and modern PCs have the capacity to support modest neural network based 
projects". Therefore the arguments for claim 1 rejection also apply to that of 
claim 45. 

Claim 46 

Claim 46 includes a database in the computer-implemented system of claim 45. 
it is considered to be inherent to that a computer implemented system uses a 
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storage medium to store data hence the database. The arguments for claim 45's 
rejection also apply to that of claim 46. 



Claims 47-61 depend on claim 45, either directly or indirectly. These claims 
contain the same limitations as are present in claims 2-13, and 15-17 
respectively. Claims 2-13 and 15-17 depend on claim 1. Since the rejection of 
claim 1 is considered to be the same as that for claim 45, the rejection for claims 
47-61 is considered to be the same as that for claims 2-13 and 15-17. 



Claim 62's "a unique numeric transformation module coupled to the database to 
extract words from text stored in the database and to transform each of the 
extracted words into a unique numerical representation" is anticipated by Tong 
et, al col. 4, line 5, "a artificial network to perform classification of multi- 
dimensional input data when data for a class, which typically represents either an 
abnormal system state or a novel class of data, is either sparse or nonexistent" 
Tong did not limit the input data to a particular kind therefore the input data could 
be text data from a database. 



Claims 47-61 



Claim 62 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



Application/Control Number: 09/899,424 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2121 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



7. Claim 62 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as no database being 
set forth in claim 45 therefore lack antecedent basis for this term. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



8. Claim 62 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tong et al, in 
view of Thyagarajan et al. 

a. Tong describes a method of neural network training in sparse input data 
environment 

b. Tong et al fail to disclose a particular data mining application 
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c. Thyagarajan et al, disclose an method for data mining of receiving text data, 
extracting text data and transforming text data. 

d. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the invention 
by applicant, to have used data mining application, as suggested by 
Thyagarajan, in the neural network of Tong. 



Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Mario AT. Figueiredo, "Adaptve Sparseness for Supervised Learning". 

b. B.D. Ripley, "Pattern Recognition via Neural Networks" 

c. Lars Kai Hansen and Jan Larsen, "Unsupervised Learning and 
Generalization" 

d. Kevin Swingler, "Applying Neural Networks - A Practical Guide" Academic 
Press, 1996 

e. Ravindra K. Shetty; U.S. Patent Number 6,735,578 

f. David Tong et, al; U.S. Patent Number 5,359,699 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jerry Zhu whose telephone number is (571) 272-4237. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Knight can be reached on 7033083197 or (571) 272-3687. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Jerry Zhu 
Examiner 
Art Unit -2121 
Thursday, October 21, 2004 




Anthony Knignt 
Supfervisory Patent Examiner 
Tech Center 21 00 



